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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on March 26, 2004 was 
filed before the mailing date of the first Office Action. The submission is in compliance 
with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is 
being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 8, 16 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• As per claim 8, "ACPI" should be declared explicitly as "Advanced Configuration 
and Power Interface (ACPI)". 

• As per claim 16, "claim 8" should be "claim 9". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 8, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. The specification does not disclose how the computing device can be in an 
ACPI SO state defined as fully on [specification, pg.2, paragraph 0003] when the power 
consumption of the system components is reduced to a low power state. As such, 
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Examiner submits that it would require undue experimentation for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to make and use the invention [i.e., how can the computing device be fully on 
when some of the system components have been reduced to a low power state]. In the 
interest of compact prosecution, Examiner will take the position that ACPI SO does not 
have to be fully on in order to apply prior art. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 8, 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. Applicant did not disclose the particular version 
associated with the ACPI specification. Examiner submits that different ACPI versions 
have different characteristics that would affect the scope of the claims. In the interest of 
compact prosecution, Examiner will take the position of ACPI version 2.0 to apply prior 
art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

8. Claims 1, 4, 9, 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Matsui, US Patent 5831849. 
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9. In re claim 1, Matsui discloses a method of providing a simulated off condition 
[standby] in a computing device [pcwith slave apparatus] [col.l, 11.6-13; col.2, 11.18-20], 
said method comprising: 

• Receiving a signal to power off the computing device [col.2, 11. 18-20]. 

• Notifying system components [e.g., 13, 15] of a low power request [standby] 
[col.2, 11.18-19; col. 5, 11.20-37; power off instruction results in standby]. 

• Reducing power consumption of said system components to a low power state 
such that said computing device appears to be off [user issues power off 
instruction], wherein said system components [e.g., 1, 2, 3] remain enabled to run 
applications [for reception of control data] when the computing device is in the 
simulated off condition [col.5, 11.20-37]. 

10. As to claims 4 and 12, Matsui discloses, said notifying system components of a 
low power request further comprising sending a request [101] to software drivers 
[inherently, drivers in the broadest interpretation are needed to control the slave 
apparatus] that control power management features of said system components to place 
said system components into the low power state [col.5, 11.7-19]. 

11. In re claim 9, Matsui discloses a computing device [pc with slave apparatus] 
having a simulated off state [standby] [col.l, 11.6-13; col.2, 11.18-20], comprising: 

• A central processing unit [2]. 

• A graphics processing unit [display] [col.l, 1.26]. 

• A hard disk drive [data storage unit] [col. 3, 1.42]. 

• Random access memory [e.g., 13, 15]. 

• A power supply [4, 7]. 
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• Wherein when said computing device is powered down [power off instruction], 
the computing device is placed into the simulated off state by placing the system 
components into a low power state [standby] such that the computing device 
appears to be off [col. 2, 11.18-20; col. 5, 11.20-37; power off instruction results in 
standby]. 

• Wherein the computing device remains enabled to run applications [for reception 
of control data] when in the simulated off state [col.5, 11.20-37]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 2, 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsui as applied to claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of Motamed et al., US 
Patent 6930795, hereinafter Motamed. 

14. Matsui taught each and every limitation of the claim as discussed above. Matsui 
did not discuss the details of reducing power consumption involving running 
applications. 

15. Motamed discloses a method comprising determining if running applications 
[jobs] require full processing [an engine capable of running job's requirements] and 
providing a notification that applications will be canceled if the computing device 
[engine] is turned off [col.6, 11.39-42]. 
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16. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings 
of Matsui and Motamed before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
computing device taught by Matsui to include the teachings of Motamed, in order to 
obtain a method comprising determining if running applications require full processing 
when the computing device receives said signal to power off; and providing a notification 
that applications will be canceled if the computing device is turned off. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to make such a combination as it provides an 
efficient way to manage data processing in a system architecture [akin to Matsui' s] 
[Motamed: col.2, 11.6-8]. 

17. Claims 3, 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsui and Motamed as applied to claims 2 and 10 above, and further in view of Deluca 
et al., US Patent 4860005, hereinafter Deluca. 

18. Matsui and Motamed taught each and every limitation of the claim as discussed 
above. Matsui and Motamed did not disclose overriding the signal to power down. 

19. Deluca discloses a method comprising receiving an input to override the signal to 
power down the computing device [receiver] [col.3, 11.5-14]. 

20. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings 
of Deluca, Matsui and Motamed before him at the time the invention was made, to 
modify the computing device taught by Matsui and Motamed to include the teachings of 
Deluca, as the override is well known and suitable for use in the computing device of 
Matsui and Motamed. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make 
such a combination as it provides way to delay a power down event when a device is 
being used [Deluca: col.2, 11.26-47]. 
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21. Claims 5, 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsui as applied to claims 1 and 9 above. 

22. Matsui taught each and every limitation of the claim as discussed above. Matsui 
discloses reducing power consumption of said system components comprising 
discontinuing a display signal to turn off a monitor [col.l, 1.26; display], reducing a 
power supply output, locking input devices [e.g., 10, 12, 14], indicating that the 
computing device is in the simulated off condition [slave apparatus off indicates standby] 
[col. 5, 11.20-37]. Matsui did not disclose explicitly other well known power consumption 
reduction steps. Examiner hereby takes Official Notice that it is well known in the art to 
reduce power consumption by instructing processors within said system to clock-down to 
a lowest state, turning off cooling fans, muting system audio and pausing media 
playback. 

23. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings 
of Matsui before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the computing device 
taught by Matsui to incorporate the well known steps to reduce power consumption. One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make such a combination as it 
provides well known ways to reduce power consumption by disabling or shutting down 
unnecessary components [i.e., power off instruction indicates user want to turn off the 
system which means only the necessary components needed for reception of resumption 
to steady operation is to be on]. 

24. Claims 6-7, 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsui as applied to claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of Bowker, US Patent 
5922075. 
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25. Matsui taught each and every limitation of the claim as discussed above. Matsui 
did not discuss details involving applications. 

26. In re claims 6 and 14, Bowker discloses a method comprising monitoring for 
applications [data transfer] that require said system components to utilize more power 
than said low power state; and bringing predetermined ones of said system components 
out of said lower power state to process the applications that require more power [col. 5, 
11.44-46]. 

27. In re claims 7 and 15, Bowker discloses, comprising returning the computing 
device to said simulated off condition [low power mode] after the applications [data 
transfer] that require said system components to utilize more power have completed 
[col.6, 11.53-55]. 

28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings 
of Bowker, Matsui and Vicard before him at the time the invention was made, to modify 
the computing device taught by Matsui and Vicard to include the teachings of Bowker, in 
order to obtain the claimed computing device. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to make such a combination as it provides a way to better manage power 
mode transitions [Bowker: col.l, 11.1 1-50]. 

29. Claims 8, 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsui as applied to claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of Vicard, US Publication 
20040025071. 

30. Matsui taught each and every limitation of the claim as discussed above. Matsui 
discloses wherein the computing device is in an on state [ACPI SO] when the computing 
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device is in said simulated off condition [standby with system components on]. Matsui 
did not disclose explicitly using ACPI S3 state. 

31. In re claims 8 and 1 6, Vicard discloses a method wherein the computing device 
enters an ACPI S3 state after a predetermined period of time [0078]. 

32. In re claim 17, Vicard discloses a method comprising reducing power 
consumption of system components via software using ACPI methods to a low power 
state [ACPI S3] [0078]. 

33. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings 
of Matsui and Vicard before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
computing device taught by Matsui to include the ACPI teachings of Vicard, as ACPI is a 
very well known standard [open industry specification] in the art and suitable for use with 
the computing device of Matsui. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to make such a combination as it provides a cost effective way to manage 
power consumption [Vicard: 0012, 0074]. 

34. As to claim 18, Matsui and Vicard taught each and every limitation of the claim 
as discussed above in reference to claim 5. 

35. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsui as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view of Bowker as applied to claims 
6-7, respectively above. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tse Chen whose telephone number is (571) 272-3672. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9AM - 5PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynne Browne can be reached on (571) 272-3670. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300, 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



iSflWEH. BROWNE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 




Tse Chen 
June 28, 2006 



